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THE FALLACIES OF RELIGION 


AND ITS DELUSIONS 


Having passed the first half of the eighty-third year 
of my life, and expecting—even desiring—before long 
that change which must inevitably come to every living 
being, I feel strongly impressed with the propriety of 
making a frank and open statement of my sentiments 
regarding that profession which I followed during nearly 
all my life, and concerning which my views have under- 
gone a radical change; my object being to contribute my 
share to the acquisition and promulgation of truth as I 
see it;* and to the removal, as far as possible, of what is 
the great obstacle to human happiness and harmony, 
namely, the great diversity of religious views existing 
among men. It may tend somewhat to damp the ardor, 
nay the fury, of such zealots as Bishop Earl Cranston, 

` who from his pulpit declared that “it is worth any cost ˆ 
in money and any cost in bloodshed to make the millions 
of Chinese true and intelligent Christians.” 

Now I maintain that, if freedom be a thing to be ap- 
preciated, it is so especially in our mode of thinking, no 
matter at what stage or condition of life we may. find 


*This is what all missionaries and preachers of religion do, 
promulgating "truth as they see it;" only their truth appears to 
me falsehood, as my truth may appear falsehood to them. 


6 THE FALLACIES OF RELIGION. 


ourselves; no matter when new convictions may come to 
us, we must follow the light of reason and not hesitate 
to state openly our change of views. 

Lamartine, in his “Critique de l'Histoire des Giron- 
dins," endeavors to correct some erroneous views, and 
justifies his change of belief by adopting a theory, not of 
versatility, but of'improvement and progress of man's 
intelligence. He looks with scorn upon those petrified 
men who never changé their views, who want to die—as 
Chateaubriand said—not in conformity with truth, but 
in conformity with themselves. The whole of man's life 
is but a lesson which time teaches him, by making him 
spell out, syllable by syllable, the occurrences of life. He 
who pretends having learned everything on the first day 
had no business to be born nor to die, for there was noth- 
ing for him to learn when born. To confess that you 
have changed your mind is to confess yourself wiser to- 
day than you were yesterday. 

As to myseif, I do not belong to that class of men 
who think that their minds must be made up on every- 
thing, and must forever abide by it. By constant and 
diligent study I think I have learned to keep an open 
. mind, always ready to receive new impressions and new 
convictions. 

True religious conviction is a very rare thing among 
men. People are in the habit of saying, "I firmly believe 
this or that." *I am fully convinced of the truth of my 
religion." But this is all a mistake. Conviction must 
necessarily be: based on thorough study of the subject, 
and a careful balancing of arguments, pro and con, in 
order to arrive at a reasonable conclusion. But very few 
persons make a thorough study of their religion, except 
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professional theologians, and even they cannot be but 
biased by the powerful influences of the early training 
they received. As a general thing every man’s belief is 
but incidental, and not the result of conviction. Can it 
be possible that, as a rule, children of Catholics, for in- 
stance, always happen to be convinced that Catholicism 
is the true faith, while Protestants are equally sure that 
the religion their parents gave them is the only true one? 
That Jews are always convinced of the veracity of the 
creed which their fathers told them to follow, and that 
Mohammedans adhere with equal firmness to theirs, all 
out of conviction? Does a man’s birth or ancestry give 
him conviction? Take, for instance, the Mortara family, 
a pious circle of orthodox Jews living at Bologna, Italy, 
who brought up their children in the traditional faith. 
A servant of the family made a confession that, some 
time ago, she had baptized one of the children, a boy, 
Edgar, about seven years old, when he was ill of a dan- 
gerous disease, believing thereby to save his life; where- 
upon some emissaries of the archbishop claimed and forci- 
bly earried away the child, on the plea that it belonged 
to the church. Edgar Mortara was brought up in a con- 
fent, forgot his parents and became a devout Catholic 
priest. Had he been allowed to remain with his parents 
that man might have become a devout rabbi, at least a 
true member of the Jewish community, which shows that 
not conviction, but training, determined the position of 
that man. So might you, pious Jew or devout Protestant 
Christian, have been treated and become’ what Mortara 
is—if he still live. (The incident occurred half a cen- 
tury ago) Having endeavored to show that training and 
not conviction usuálly determines a man's position as a 
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a 
member of a religious community, I must consider my- 
self as one of the exceptions, as J am very far from that 
to which I was trained. 

I am of Spanish-Jewish descent, coming from one of 
those families which the inhuman Catholics robbed and 
expelled from their native country by force of the horrid 
Inquisition in 1492. My father-—of blessed memory—was 
minister in an ultra-orthodox congregation at Amster- 
dam, Holland, and I was brought up to be what my 
father was. Up to my thirtieth year, and while my good 
father was living, I followed in this same routine. I did 
what I was told to do and believed what I was told to be- 
lieve. After father's death I began to think more seri- 
ously and asked myself, Is it proper and necessary for 
me to proceed in the same course? I began to doubt and 
slacken the severity to which I had been used. We gen- 
erally dó not run into extremes at once. About that time 
I decided to immigrate to America, where I soon found 
a position with an orthodox congregation at Richmond, 
Va. Later I came in contact with more enlightened col- 
leagues and found my orthodoxy becoming less and less 
tenable. J then joined the school of reformed Judaism, 
to which I adhered up till some twelve years ago, wher 
in consequence of advanced age, I was obliged to retire 


from the ministry. Still I did not remain idle, but con- 


tinued to study and tried to learn something évery day, 
until at last I came to the conviction that my reformed 
Judaism was as untenable as my former orthodoxy, and 
now—well, you may call me a freethinker, an agnostic, 
an atheist, but not.an infidel, for I have been always 
faithful to my principles, to my convictions, which ul. 
timately led mé to renounce all religion, not as a harm- 


THE FALLACIES OF RELIGION. _ 9 


less error, but as the greatest evil, the greatest ealamity 
with which the human family is afflicted, on account of 
its diversity and the dire enmity, the most inveterate 
hatred, which it causes between man and man; the most 
dreadful suffering, the persecution, the wholesale slaugh- 
tering caused by what is pretended to be the most civil- 
izing and humanizing agent. Just think of the horrible 
atrocities of the Crusades; of the villainous proceedings 
of the Spanish Inquisition; of the Bartholomew night, 
ete., etc. And even in our own age of pretended civiliza- 
tion, think of the war in China; of the sufferings of mil- 
lions of Jews in benighted Russia, in Austria and Rou- 
mania. Think of poor Dreyfus; though universally ac- 
knowledged as innocent, how the bigoted people of 
Rennes boycotted the merchants of the town, preventing 
them from supplying the Dreyfus-people not only with 
flowers, but even the necessaries of life, because Dreyfus 
does not believe as they do. Is there anything more in- 
human, more detestable, than the religion of such people? 
And shall I be blamed for rejecting what my conscience, 
my convictions, tell me to be bad, injurious? Everybody 
hates and everybody is hated, and there is no hatred so 
inveterate, so violent, as the hatred on accotint of relig- 
ious difference, and we poor Jews, God’s chosen peo- 
ple (?), have always been the greatest sufferers from this 
religious fanaticism and intolerance. 

Religious fanaticism sometimes renders, and oft- 
times has rendered, human beings more ferocious and 
savage than brutes. When a lion or a tiger or a pack of 
wolves attack and devour a man, they. do so to satisfy 
their hunger. It is the nature of the beast, and he merely 
gratifies a demand of nature and is not to be blamed. 
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E But when human. beings so pervert their own nature as 
to torture their fellow-men, drawing their limbs out of 
joint on a rack, or roasting them alive on a scaffold, as 

. the wretched Roman Catholic church practiced for nearly 

H three centuries, because their victims would not or could 

not believe as they did, then such murderous Catholic 

wretchés* forfeit the honorable name of MAN. 

Of all religious sects the Roman Catholic is the most 
intolerant; the most exclusive, non-progressive, the niost 
hateful, while Reformed Judaism is the least objection- 
able. That is, I đo not hate any Catholic individually; I 
(| bear no hatred to any person, no matter what his or her 
| religion may be, but I do hate the Catholic church;** and 
+ though other denominations have never, or seldom, been 
guilty of such excessive atrocities, the sentiment of ha- 

tred has been hardly less among.many. Modern civiliza- 
tion would render a repetition pf such cruelties impossi- 

~ ble But, would it not be a desiderntum to eradicate the 
; prevailing sentiment of hatred by abolishing the cause of 
d it, namely, the sentiment of religion? I am not so san- 
guine as to believe that such will be the case before long, 
but who knows what time, reason, philosophy and ethical 
culture may yet bring forth in the twentieth century? 
Would not a community consisting of members all dis- 
posed as was our late Col. R. G. Jugersoll be a good 
thing, a happy community? It would no doubt be a great 
sacrifice on the part of many to give up their‘long cher- 
ished prejudices, hut the gain would be great, if by so 
doing we could promote brotherly love and universal 
happiness among men. 


' -*Think: of Guy Fawkes. 
h ` **See Appendix A. 
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It is selfish and unjust for any one sect to desire or 
expect that all others would yield up their faith and 
come to join its own, as is the case with every religious 
denomination. f 

Would I had the power to uproot every vestige of re- 
ligion from the heart and mind of every man, woman and 
child; that I might make all humanity one happy family, 
who would love one another like brothérs. Would that 
the mantle of Ingersoll had fallen on me, that I had the 
talent and the eloquence he possessed to take up the 
work in which he was-engaged. 

I have often. heard preachers advance the argument 
that religion is natural to man; that the faith-faculty is 
universal in its exercise, and therefore religion should 
be maintained, cultivated and practiced. But this nat- 
uralness and universality is no proof of religion being 
good and useful to man. There are some. acknowledged 
vices, such as selfishness, avarice, jealousy, vindictive- 
ness and others, which are universal and natural to man, 
but are not for that reason to be recommended. They 
are faults, weaknesses, to which we are prone, and so is 
the faith-faculty; so is religion. 

And I am not singular in taking this view of the mat- 
ter; it is rather the tendency of the age. Ours is a ma- 
terial, a scientific age. It is studying with great enthusi- 
asin the facts and laws of nature. Its drift'is towards 
positivism. It demands a physical verification for every- 
thing, every doctrine it is called upon to believe. This 
tendency: is especially manifest in religious inquiry. It 
controls the attitude of our scientists in reference to all 
religious doctrines and dogmas. It is sifted all through 
the popular mind and heart. Men want to verify by the 
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senses, reduce to the working of known natural forces 
whatever they are to receive as truths concerning God 
and religion. Faith is disallowed as evidence; there is no 
logic in it, no demonstration; it is all moonshine, airy 
imagination. By its own definition it goes beyond the 
domain of the senses. It proves nothing. It builds its 
theories like castles in the air. The masonry is such stuff 
as that of which dreams are made. Science, therefore, 
will none of it, for science deals with the known, the posi- 
tive; and the realistic philosophy of the day, proceeding 
only by experiment and sensible test, rejects it as mere 
theorizing, unsubstantial as shadows. 

And many sensible clergymen of to-day look upon 
the matter in the same light. As Rev. Dr. Crowe, of 
the Church of the Eternal Hope, of New York, said 
from his pulpit: "The old theology is doomed. The en- 
tire trend is away froin the ancient dogmatism. The 
world is rushing at a fearful rate towards a natural be- 
lief or none. . . . To-day there is no endless torment. 
Science and literature and common sense and morality 
have revolted from the doctrine of divine wrath. The 
result is that the average man dismisses the whole sub- 
ject of religion.” Strong language this, for a Christian 
clergyman. 

An article in one of our dailies tells us of a num- 
ber of professors, scientists, predicting what man in the 
far future will be. One of them prophesies that “chil- 
dren from infancy will be taught only verifiable ‘facts. 
Man Will be afraid to express an hypothesis or theory 
and will religiously search for verifiable ideas.” But 
what is there verifiable in religion? All religious: dog- 
mas are merely hypotheses. Nothing can be proved. 


^ 
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The defenders of réligion and of the Bible lay great 
stress upon the hope and consolation which religion af- 
fords to the distressed, the sick and the dying. Ad- 
mitted. But is there any truth in it? That is the great 
question. It is much like presenting to a child a talk- 
ing doll and trying to persuade it that the doll, like a 
live-baby, will grow, and later on speak intelligently. 
“Don’t you see how it talks already; how it opens and 
closes its eyes? pe Perhaps the child is delicate and sickly, 
and will die under the impression that its doll will live 
and speak. But while you hold out the hopes and con- 
solation of religion and the imaginary benefits it con- 
fers on man, think of the horrors, the dire enmity,-the 
persecution, the immense suffering it has caused and 
still causes to a great many of your fellow-beings. These 
horrors far overbalance all the good you can promise 
them. In arguing the truth and solidity of religion and 
Bible, these promises amount to nothing more than ques- 
tion-begging, and we cannot afford to be charitable in 
logic. Logic is stern and severe, and demands its due 
without yielding an atom. Now I claim that my argu- 
ments are sound and strong, incontrovertible and irrefut- 
able, striking at the root of the religious question; that 
my syllogisms are logically correct and amount to dem- 
onstrations, while my opponents can prove nothing, as 
all religious dogmas are mere hypotheses. 

Thus far I have dealt with tbe subject of religion 


as a generalty, and must now enter on some details, con- 


sidering its component parts, its dogmas or doctrinal no- 
tions, the first of which is 
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THE EXISTENCE OF GOD. 


There is no religion without a God, if it be only an 
idol. But what is God? Whatever we know, or believe 
to know, about God; we learn from the Bible. But how 
is God represented in the Bible? Always more or less 
in human form, speaking and acting as man does. The 
most primitive worshippers had a God, a superior being 
which they adored, because they believed it could do 
them good or harm. But the God-idea among early na- 
tions was not like the God-idea of the present. Poly- 
‘theism prevailed. Every nation, every tribe, had its 
| peculiar divinity. Even in Israel, the adherents and 
, promulgators of God's unity, this idea of unity was not 
1 clearly conceived. We are in the habit of speaking about 
A those things, God, the soul, future life, as if they were 
things well known and understood by us; understood 
as well as we know a piece of furniture, a sewing ma- 
chine or a piano. But the fact is that we really do not 
i ; know anything about these things with any degree of 
i cértàinty. What, then, is God? The prevailing belief 
‘i is that God is a spiritual being, dwelling in heaven, 
D - Seated on an elevated throne, surrounded by myriads of 
ji messengers (angels), winged human beings, ready to do 
1 his biddings. He is, moreover, possessed of various hu- 


`" 
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man attributes, such as love, hatred, jealousy, vengeancé; 
i sometimes he gets furiously angry, emitting fire and 
smoke from his nostrils; commits errors, regrets what 
he has done and promises never to do so again. 

Moreover, the Bible represents God as both cruel 
and unjust. If it be true that “God so loved the world 
that he gave his only begotten Son, ctc.,” (John iii., 16); 
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that he allowed him to be martyred and. crucified so 
that others might be saved, that was cruel. No loving 
father would sacrifice his child to save anybody, not 
even to save everybody. And if the account in. Exodus, 
that God hardened the heart of Pharaoh, thus making 
him sin, and then punished him by drowning him and: his 
army in the Red sea, be true, God acted unjustly. 

A similar instance we find in Deut. ii., 30, where it 
is said: “God hardened the spirit of Sihon, King of 
Heshbon, and made bis heart obstinate," that he might 
fall into the hands of his enemies. What kind of a God, 
then, can that be who misguides men and hardens their 
hearts to make them sin, and then punishes them for 
having sinned? 

Can such a being, such a man-made God, with hu- 
man propensities and human passions, even human 
frailty, who, after six days of hard work of world-mak- 
ing was tired and obliged to rest on the seventh, and 
was refreshed; can such a being be the creator and gov- 
ernor of, not only our little globe, but of the whole solar 
system, this vast universe? Can this be possible? Per- 
ish the thought! Perish the delusion! 

Wonder that the Hebrews of old did not match their 
Jehovah, giving him a partner to reproduce his species, 
as the Heathen matched Rhea or Cybele to Saturn to 
produce Jupiter. But Jehovah must have had a partner 
or spouse, for he had sons who fell in love with the 
pretty girls of man, and when “the sons of God* saw 


*The interpretations that the word “Elohim” stands here 
not for “God,” but angels or sons of high rank, àre mere evabions 
of the true meaning. They are false. There are in every lan- 
guage words of different, sometimes, very different, definition. In 


16 THE FALLACIES OF RELIGION. 


the daughters of men, that they were fair, they took to 
themselves women ** from all they chose.” And these 
tall, big boys of God produced “the giants that were in 
the earth." 

But what the old Hebrews failed to do, our good 
Christian friends did, matching Almighty God to Miss 
Mary (rather to Mrs. Mary Joseph, for she was‘“espoused 
to Joseph") to produce the man:God or the God-man 
Jesus; though we are:not told that He was a giant, pre- 
sumably only a middlesized gentleman. 

This story of "the sons of God" shows also that if 
Jesus was a son—not the son, but a son—-of God, He 
was not the “only begotten." 


Such cases the true meaning of the word must be determined by 
the context. In this ease the word "Elohim," God, stands in con- 
trast with the word "Adam," man. It is true Hebrew mythology. 
The old Pagan theogony. Angels and devils are merely imaginary 
things. “There is nothing to justify the belief that there exist 
such beings as intermediates between God and man. Angels are 
always pictured as beautiful women or children, with wings. 
Why could not a bearded man be an angel? Wherever the word 
“Malach” (angel) occurs in Scripture, it always means messen- 
ger. 

This story of Elohim and his sons fits nicely among the 
mythological accounts we have of the pagan đeitles and their 
families. It is the same irrational admixture of the divine and 
the human; only it'is not so vulgar and does not represent so 
strongly the free-love idea which prevailed among the Heathen 
gods, as, for instance, Paris and Helena, and Jupiter, who had | 
many wives and more mistresses. | 

**Wives, if you will, but it is hard to tell who married them. 

The Hebrew hag no word for: “wife.” It is always “woman.” : 
"If a man take a woman." “I have taken this woman.” (Deut. À 
xxii, 13, 14.) Nor have the Scriptures any laws or regulations | 

| 
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tor marriage, only for divorce. 
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Thus Jehovah of the Scriptures was a man-made 
God, as were the many deities of the Pagans, whom they 
Supposed to preside over the world; for though Jehovah 
was worshipped as the national God of Israel, there was 
no clear conception of the fundamental difference be- 
tween him and the gods of the nations," and it appears 
that the Israelites did not scruple to apply the title of 
Baal to their national God Jehovah.* Later, however, 
their polytheistic ideas were simplified and the Mosaic 
doctrine that “Jehovah is our God, Jehovah is one,” 
became the éStablished doctrine of thé.nation. Still, the 
authors of “Pentateuchal? books could not divest their 
God of the materialistic properties ascribed to other 
gods; so they made their Jehovah a god after their own 
image; a god with arms, hands and feet; a nose, mouth, 
ears and eyes. The explanation that this is all figurative 
language is not satisfactory. It might do às far a& the 
bodily parÉs are concerned, but not as to the human pas- 
sions, such as anger, jealousy, regret, etc. My God is not 
a jealous God (Ex., xx. 5); nota revengeful God, as the 
Psalmist calls him (Ps. xciv., 1); also Deut. xxxii. 35). He 
is not sometimes kind and indulgent, at other times very 
severe and burning with ànger. He does not commit er- 
rors and regrets what he has done (Geh. vi:, 6, 7, and Ex: 
xxxii, 14) He is, or, rather, it is what Alex. Pope véry 
properly calls “the great first cause least understood ;” 
a causeless cause, incomprehensible by our limited un. 
derstanding; an unconscious power; a cause which acts 
in certain ways and cannöt act-other&isé. I would not 
object to the theory of my kinsman and countryman 


*See Prof. Robertson Smith's lectures on the Old Testamerit 
in the Jewish church, pages 79, 222, 229. 
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Spinoza, but in Panthcism I fail to see the relation of 
cause and effect. 

But someone says to me, Why, then, don’t you be- 
lieve in God? and quotes to me the text (Ps., liii., 3), “The 
fool says in his heart there is no God.” But I am no fool, 
and surely Voltaire and Spinoza and many like them 
were no fools, and my answer to that question is, I be- 
lieve in God, but not as you believe it. I differ with you 
in the definition of the word. I see before me this vast 
and beautiful universe of which I, myself, am an infin- 
itesimal and insignificant part, and I say, this grand ef- 
fect must, have a cause, and this first cause I am will- 
ing to call God. But that cause is incomprehensible to 
me. Itis far beyond my understanding and I cannot ac- 
cept it as truth that Jehovah of the Bible is that cause. 
Our pious theologians tell me and the Bible tells me 
that that cause dwells.in heaven above—not below; that 
he surveys the world in its minutest parts; observes the 
actions of every human being, rewarding the good and 
punishing the bad—which we know to be false; that he 
loves us all, provides for all, and is very benevolent but 
gets very angry sometimes and loses his temper; and 
again, becomes reconciled if we pray very hard. These 
good people pretend to know everything about their God, 
but such a being cannot be the “great first cause least 
understood." 

The Christian God-idea is still more preposterous 
than that of the Pentateuch. According to the former, 
God is of the masculine gender. He is a male, and some 
nineteen centuries ago became the father of a baby-boy, 
who was named Jesus. That child, according to the Gos- 


pels, was begotten by an illicit intercourse with a woman 
» 
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who belonged to another man, for she was “espoused to 
Joseph.” And the object of begetting this child-was that 
he might live some thirty years and then be slaughtered 
that God might use a little of his blood for cleansing 
the human family from sin and evil. And did God suc- 
ceed in this object? Is man free from sin:and evil? No; 
the world is still full of it. But as God committed an 
error in creating man and regretted it, this was perhaps 
another case. 

Now, suppose you know me.as a man of veracity, a 
plain, honest fellow, not given to story telling nor to jok- 
ing, and I would toll you, in all seriousness, that I have 
a sister or a daughter of marriageable age; that she is 
exceedingly chaste, prude and pious; very seldom goes 
out, and never associates with men, and yet, that she con- 
ceived and bore a child; would you believe me? Of course 
not. You would laugh at my credulity and say, perhaps, 
*the girl knows better." Why, then, do you believe such 
a thing when you find it in an old, old book, written cen- 
turies ago—you don't know by whom—at a time when 
mental darkness prevailed; when the people were exceed- 
ingly fond of the miraculous and delighted'in communi- 
eating to one another such marvelous stories, which in 
course of time were accepted as facts? But an immacu: 
late conception is an impossibility, and you may be sure 
that no woman ever conceived except in the natural 
way, and that therefore tbe story of tbe birth of Jesus 
as related in the Gospels is but a myth. 

But perhaps you will plead that the birth of Jesus 
was a miracle. Cannot God .perform a miracle? No! 
God cannot perform a miracle. God cannot violate His 
own laws. ‘ihe laws of nature are inviolable. 
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Therefore Christianity is doomed to perish; if can- 
nof stand the progress of science. It cannot stand the 
increase of intelligence, of common sense and sound rea- 
soning among men. It may take a hundred years, or 
severa] hundreds, but it is safe to assume that it will 
not stand another 1900. - 

' "Some'zealous Ơhristiáns iniagine that. they will ul- 
timately succeed in converting the Jews, the Chinese, 
and the Mohamniedans, while some Jews ‘believe that 
their religion will at some future time prevail." Bút as 
both rest; more or less, on the same nandy ‘bases, they 
must eventually both fall. 

I shall bé sorry if any of my Christian friends feel 
offended on reading these lines, but I must be allowed 
to ‘express my sentiments freely, as no person and no 


` subject is above criticism, and (as Jerome said) “if an 


offense ‘come out of truth, it is better that the offense 
come than the truth be concealed.” 

That this Christian doctrine’ could gain credence 
among millions of sensible people is indeed astonishing. 
But the doctrine being once spread 'and universally ac: 
cépted’is taken as à matter of course, without due inves- 
tigation: It is considered even 'folly 'and crime to doubt 
it, as it was considered folly and crime, in the time of 
Galileo, to doubt that the sun actually rises and sets. 
But whether we accept Pantheism, ‘Materialism, Positiv- 
ism, or any of'those isms, the questions, “What is God?” 
and “How did this universe 'come-into existence?" will 
always:remain unanswered, and it is useless to search 
into a matter when we know' that our researches will 
never lead to a'satisfactory result. 

To conclude: As I said, we know nothing about 
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God, Jehoyah, or Elohim, except what the Scriptures 
tell us, and as these represent, him as. having had sons, 
and must have had a spouse; and, moreover, represent 
him as possessed of human nature and, human frailties, 
we cannot accept him as the “Great Creator of the uni- 
verse" any more than we accept Jovis or Jupiter.as such. 
See? This conclusion may be a hard dose to swallow 
for those who for years have been impressed with differ: 
ent.views. Let us for their benefit:quote the wise words 
of Dr. Chalmers, which we had occasion to quote once 
before, “That they should be prepared to foHow the light 
of evidence, though it would lead to conclusions the most 
painful and melancholy: they-should give up everything 
to the supremacy of'argument, and be able to renounce 
without a sigh all the tenderest pre-possessions of. in- 
fancy the moment that truth demands of them the sac- 
rifice." 

In the next place let me discuss with you the doc: 
trine of 


THE IMMORTALITY OF THE SOUL. 


This is a doctrine universally accepted among all 
religious sects. But it is accepted more for the reason 
that it js universal than that it is founded on reason. 
It was.Caesar, I believe, who said: “It is easy to make 
people believe that which they are inclined to believe." 
Th idea of total annihilation is rather repulsive to the 
human mind. People dislike to die; like to live forever, 
and seeing that the stroke of death comes jndiscrimi- 
nately to every-living being, they "hit upon the idea that 
the spiritual part of their selves was not subject to that 
awful stroke; but would live eternally. They invented 
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even tlie resurrection of the body itself. (See Appendix B.) 
The ideas of immortality and resurrection originated nei- 
ther with the Jews nor with the Christians, but with the 
Greeks. The ideas are flattering, and therefore accepted. 
But can they stand reason? Let us see. What is the 
sóul? The common acceptation of the word is, that a 
certain spiritual being, distinct and different from the 
material body, dwells within us. When the change of 
life, commonly called death, overtakes one, the soul 
leaves the body with the last breath, flies up to heaven 
or down to hell, as the case may be, and continues for- 
ever. But when does the soul enter the body? When are 
the two united? Philosophers, and even theologists, 
seem to be little concerned about this question. Some 
think that the soul enters the body at the moment of 
conception, and that the mother, for a series of months, 
carries within her two souls or more. If this were so, 
the new-born infant would be endowed with the same in- 
telligence as the adult. Of the body we can perceive 
growth and development, we see it increase in size and 
weight; this cannot be said of the soul. If you maintain 
that the infant has but a little soul, which grows and de- 
velops with the growth of the body, why not admit that 
the soul decays with the decay of the body, since the for- 
mer is dependent on the latter? If it be true, as some 
maintain, that the soul is united to the body at the mo- 
ment of conception; that God gives the soul and takes 
it again at the moment of death, you must assume that 
God watches every conception, ready with a little soul 
(or two or three, as the case may require for twins or 
triplets), and again watch to take it back, whenever some 
villain comes with his pistol to drive a bullet through 
your heart or brain. 
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Again, it is assumed that every individual, every per- 
son, has an intelligent, immortal soul. But how is it with 
the idiot, the insane and the savage? Have they souls 
like the healthy and the civilized? ‘And how about the 
brute? There are some brutes whose intelligence ap- 
proaches very nearly that of the human, while that of 
some human beings comes near that of the brute. Where, 
then, will you draw the soul-line? 

Philosophers tell us that the soul is possessed of 
three attributes: intelligence, memory and the wil. I 
venture to hold a different opinion, maintaining that in- 
telligence, memory and will—and I would add foresight 
are functions of the body, that is, of the brain and the 
heart. “Lev. xvii, 2, says: “The life (soul) of the flesh 
is in the blood.” Without brain there is no intelligence, 
will or memory. Remove either the brain, the heart or 
the blood, or injure it so that it functionate nó more, and 
you kill the soul. It is the functions of thesé three tbat 
constitute the soul. At the moment of death these func- 
tions cease and the soul dies, while the body continues to 
live forever, for matter is indestructible. When our body 
is laid by and decomposition sets in, that is but another 
form of life. The atoms which constitute our body are 
transformed in the great laboratory of nature to become 
the component parts of generations to come. So they £o 
on changing and living forever. ‘There is no inertia even 
for a moment. I therefore conclude that not the soul, 
but the body, is immortal, and I maintain that my theory 
of immortality is a demonstrable fact, while your I. of S. 
is a mere belief, a conjecture, and if you still adhere to 
the old doctrine, I must say that'your piety has the best 
of your reason. 
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I MAINTAIN THAT THE FUNCTIONS OF THE 
BRAIN, THE HEART AND THE BLOOD CONSTI. 
TUTE.THE SOUL. 

The next dogma which presents itself for our discus- 
sion is that of 


FUTURE RECOMPENSE. 


Recompense, according to Webster, means equiva- 
lent return for good or for evil. The acéepted doctrine is 
that every person will be rewarded or -punished after 
death, in another world, in conformity with his conduct 
during life. This supposed recompense can refer, of 
course, only to the soul, in the sense it is commonly un- 
derstood. As I endeayored to show above that the soul 
perishes when the bodily functions cease, there might be 
no occasion further to discuss a recompense after life in 
another world. But assuming, for the sake of argument, 
that the soul survives the body, where is, where can be, 
that other world—be it heaven or hell—to which the 
soul is to go? Can it be one of those globes or planets 
which we see over our heads? It is assumed that heaven 
is above and hell is below, but, properly speaking, there 
is no above or below. The idea originated at a time when 
ignorant people believed the world to be level and 
square; that the sun actually rose and set around it. As 
this idea is now exploded, it is nonsense to speak of 
heaven above and hell below, for that which is over our 
heads now is under our feet in twelve hours and over- 
head again in twenty-four hours. Where, then, is heaven 
in a theological sense, and where is hell? And when you 
have been good all your life, and your soul be in heaven, 
what will it do there? Enjoy the heavenly beatitude, it 
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is said. But you will have nothing to,do, and I think 
there-can be no greater punishment for an active mind, 
as the soul is supposed to be, than to be doomed to ever- 
lasting idleness. Or, if you go to hell, what will become 
of you there? Burn forever. But there can be no com- 
bustion without air; there must be oxygen, nitrogen and 
other elements. Are these to be found in hell? And is 
the soul really a combustible substance? Is it affected 
by heat? But it is useless to ask any more such ques- 
tions, as I am sure you know nothing more about the mat- 
ter than I do. You may tell me, it is all a matter of faith. 
But on what is your faith founded? Blind faith is but 
credulity, unworthy of sensible men. What is there in 
the Scriptures to support your faith? The authors of the 
Pentateuch and of the Prophets knew nothing of another 
world nor of a soul, in the sense we generally use the 
words. Moses held out to his people only earthly rewards 
and punishments. Any man with ordinary experience 
might have refuted this theory, as we often see the good 
and virtuous suffering, while.the wicked are prosperous. 
If Moses had thought of Future Recompense, it would 
have been safer for him ta teach that doctrine without 
fear of contradiction. Nor did he have any idea of such 
a thing.as a soul. The Hebrew word “Nefesh” means 
breath, the quickening principle in man, and is some- 
times used for soul in the sense we use the word for per- 
gon, as “so many souls,” or “there was not a soul pres- 
ent.” Nor is there anything in the books of the Prophets 
justifying the idea of an immortal soul or a Future 
Recompense. 

In the New Testament there is sometimes an allusion 
to “the kingdom of heaven” and to “everlasting life,” 
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but even there the doctrine is not taught. A future exist- 
ence and recompense seems to have been at the time of 
Jesus an adopted dogma among the Jews which he 
adopted and upheld, but no proof or argunrent can be 
found even in the Gospels. 


REVELATION. 


Another universal religious dogma is that God re- 
vealed himself to man to tell him what he was, and what 
he wanted man to do and not to do. Let us see how 
much common sense there is in this doctrine. If we ac- 
cept the biblieal relations of miracles, anything might 
be true, but miracles are beyond common sense and were 
performed, as we are told, before people who ^were lack- 
ing in common sense, who were enveloped in deep men- 
tal darkness, in superstition and ignorance. I do not 
like to be profane, but cannot help thinking of a certain 
juggler I knew in my early days—his name was Gideon— 
who used to travel from place to place in the country for 
a living, exhibiting his art before some country clowns, 
but would never appear before an audience of enlight- 
ened, educated people, who might detect the little secrets 
of his performances. If miracles are useful and convine- 
ing, why does not God give us some now, before an en- 
lightened world? They are much needed. 

The story of Jehovah coming down on Mount Sinai, 
Speaking to the people, making the mount shake and 
burn, frightening the people to death, is wonderful in- 
deed; but God could not have spoken, for it is generally 
conceded that he has no organs of speech; nor could he 
come down on the mountain, for he was there already, 
as he is everywhere always. The familiarity of God 
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talking to people; even on trifling occasions, is incom- 
patible with divine dignity. When Rebecca,was barren, 
Isaac begged God to change her condition and the peti- 
tion was granted. When the woman felt the inconven- 
iences of her delicate state she called on God for an ex- 
planation, which was given. She bore twins, and the 
two were struggling for supremacy. (God's familiar in- 
terviews with Moses at the tent of their meeting were 
quite frequent. To him he spoke *mouth to mouth," 
sometimes chatted with him and argued the point, God 
yielding sometimes. All this is not in accordance with 
common sense and must be taken as a result of the writ. 
er's imagination, and so we understand the account of 
the.revelation on Sinai. We assume that the supernat- 
ural is impossible, and that everything in the Bible which 
asserts a real personal commünication of.God with man 
is necessarily untrue. 


THE HOLY BIBLE. 


The Bible is looked upon as the source of all religion 
among civilized nations. The general belief is that every 
line of it was written by inspiration from on high. It is 
called the “Word of God.” Now anything coming di- 
rectly from God ought to be perfect. Let us investigate. 
In the first place, the “Book,” as the word Bible implies, 
is really not “a book," but a collection of books, written 
by different authors, on different subjects, in different 
styles, and at very distant periods of time; and each of 
the books bears intrinsic evidence of having been com- 
posed by human hands. If tbe. Bible were the book of 
God, everything in it sbould be true without a possibility 
of contradiction, and, if given for the benefit of man, 
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everything must be suitable for the comprehension of 
man. But, to begin with the first chapter of the Book, 
we find that the Mosaic cosmogony is not true. It is not 
true that *God made tbe world in six days and (being 
tired) rested on the seventh and was refreshed.” The 
science of geology teaches us practically that the forma- 
tion of our globe required millions of years to bring it to 
its present state. In the “Holy Book of God” there cer- 
tainly ought to be nothing indecent,’ nothing to shock 
any one's feeling of decency. But the story of Judah and 
his son Onan, and that of his daughter-in-law, Tamar, as 
related in the thirty-eighth chapter of Genesis, is far from 
edifying. Jt is indecent. So, also, is the history of 
Amnon and his sister, Tamar. (II. Samuel, chapter xiii.) 
See Appendix 'C. 

But to return to Genesis i. 

*In the beginning God created the heaven and the 
earth.” The two ideas of “God” and “Creation” cannot 
be brought into harmony with one another. The idea 
of God implies an immutable being. A new idea, a 
thought coming tó him which he had not yesterday, a 
will, a desire, an object presenting itself before him, not 
always entertained, not co-existing with him, is a change 
in him; he is not then immutáble. Now if God created 
the world some six thousand years ago, or whenever that 
was, there must have been a time when it did not exist. 
Some ñew thought or idea, some new occurrence, must 
have presented itself to his mind to bring him to the 
conclusion of making a world. If he, his will, or his 
actions, are subject to influences or occurrences, he is 
not immutable. If nothing influenced him; if, indeed, 
nothing existed except himself, how could he come to 
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the conclusion of creating? If God were perfect and 
without the existence of a universe, why should he have 
made it? If not, sómething was wanting to his"per- 
fection. Again, if God created the world, by doing so he 
became a creator, which he was not before. "Here, then, 
was a:change in him. Neither could hé have been al- 
mighty, wise and good, when-there was nothing on which 
to exercise power and wisdom and goodness. If he 'be- 
came so when the world came into existence, ‘then he 
assumed these qualities, which he had not before. Im, 
mutability stands in opposition’ to creation, becausé the 
latter implies constant progress, constant change. Even 
the idea that God and Nature‘are the samé is untenable. 
God and Nature are inconsistent and contrary to each 
other. It is difficult to imagine a being perfectly immut- 
áble and'yet active, unless we put it in the shape of a 
machine” producing perpetual motion. Such a machine, 
indeed, the universe seems to be. But the great question 
still remains, Who made the machine,.and which is the 
motive power? But far better these questions remain un- 
answered than assume an inconsistent and irrational the- 
ory. We must content ourselves" with ignorance where 
knowledge is beyond our reach. 

Considering the Bible as a whole, there is amplé 
ground to distrust its genuineness. Are the books of thể ` 
Bible, as we have them now, the same as‘they were orig- 
inally? Are the-Greek and Latin versions and the Eng- 
lish versions. we have’ correct translations of the orig- 
inals? Certainly not. In the course of so’ many ages 
these books have certainly undergone many changes. I 
quote the following from Prof. W. Robertson Smitlt's lec: 
tures on "The Old Testament in the Jewish Church: 
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"Ancient books coming down to us from a period many 
centuries before the invention of printing have necessar- 
ily undergone many vicissitudes. Some of them are pre- 
served only in imperfect copies made by some ignorant 
scribe of the dark-ages. Others have been disfigured by 
editors who mixed up foreign matter with the original 
text. Very often an important book fell altogether out 
of sight for a long time, and when it cafne to light again 
all knowledge of its origin was gone; for old books did 
not generally have title pages and prefaces.. They often 
lay in libraries with no note of the author's name, save 
some words on a slip or tablet easily detached. And 
when such a roll was again brought into notice, with its 
title gone, some half-informed reader or copyist was very 
likely: to give it a new title.of his own devising, which 
was handed down thereafter as if it had been original. 
Or again, the true meaning and purpose of a book be- 
came obscure in the lapse of centuries and-led to false 
interpretations. Once more, antiquity has handed down 
to us many writings which are sheer forgeries, like some 
of the Apocryphal books, or the Sibylline Oracles, or the 
famous Epistles of Phalaris which formed the subject: of 
Bently’s great critical essay. In- all such cases the his- 
torical critic must destroy the received view in order 
to establish a true one. It is not needful in starting to 
lay down any fixed rules of procedure. The ordinary laws 
of evidence/and good sense must be our. guides, and these 
we must apply to the Bible just as we should do to any 
ancient book. There is yet another point worth notice. 
In those times Hebrew books were costly and cumbrous, 
written on huge rolls of leather, not even on the later and 
more convenient parchment. Copies, therefore, were not 
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numerous, and, being much handled, were apt to get 
worn and indistinct; for not only was leather an indif- 
ferent surface on which to write, but the ink was of a 
kind that could be washed off. (Numb. v., 28.) Again, 
it is clear that there was no regular and unbroken series 
of sacred annals officially kept up from the time of Moses 
onwards. In the time of Isaiah the law, unexpectedly 
found in the house of the Lord, appears as a thing: that 
had been Yost and forgotten. Even a glance at the books 
of the Old Testament iế enough to refute the idea of a 
regular succession of prophetic writers, each taking up 
the history just where the last had left it.” 


De Wette says: “We find no ground and no evidence. 


to show that the books of the Pentateuch were written 
by Moses.” All of which shows how little we know with 
certainty about this “Book” which is looked upon as if 
it, had been handed down to us, binding and all, by an 
oracle directly ftom heaven. The epithet “Holy,” imply- 
ing entirely perfect and pure, is therefore improperly ap- 
plied to it. A book that tells us things which are evi- 
dently not true (as the Mosaic cosmogony), and things un- 
fit to be read by or befóre decent people, cannot-be a Holy 
ook. See Appendix D, 

Nickerdown, a regular Chicago contributor to the 
«American Israelite,” a Jewish weekly published in Cin- 
cinnati, recently said: "Religion which cannot adapt it- 
self to the history of the rocks might as well go out-of 
business.” Your religion rests on the Bible. It is the 


Bible that gives you your religion and your God. But . 


your Bible is not adaptable to the history of the rocks. 
The Bible tells us that the universe was made some 6,000 
years ago, but the history of the rocks shows us plainly 
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that this is not so; consequently your Bible is not true. . 
(See Appendix D.) 

I do not cóndemn all that is in the books of the Bible, 
far from it. There is much in it that is good and vâlu- 
able. ‘Some of the Mosaic laws are excellent und were 
especially suited for the time when they were given. 
Some of its poetry is very beautiful. Some of the Psalms 
are most admirable compositions, in spite of Ingersoll’s 
just remarks onthe 109th Psalm. The Lamentations of 
Jeremiah are sublime pieces of poetry; especially for one 
who understands the Hebrew, but altogether the Book 
is antiquated and the whole is evidently the work of man. 
And as it contains also much that is not good and not 
true, it cannot be “the Word of God” 

In conclusion let me, ónce more, say a word by way 
of defense -or apology, if an apology be required for my 
prescht attitude. 

I have spoken of convictions. There is, among 
others, one thing of which I feel convinced, namely, that 
some of my friends will censure ine severely for having 
changed my Views. But is it a crime to cliange of opin- 
ion? One ‘cannot believe at will, cannot control his 
thoughts and convictions. I declare on my honor that in 
my ministratiois as a Jewish minister, while I taught 
and preached religión to my people, I firmly believed/in 
its ptinciples; and if I were asked why it took me so 
many years to arrive at my present convictions, my an- 
swer’ would be that I am of a rather phiegmatic tempera- 
ment and never do things hastily. Even death comes to 
me tardily. Moreover, I feel that as I am growing older 
and older, and' my physical strength is diminishing, my 
mínd becomes more active, I think more intently, more 
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earnestly, more profoundly; and even my night-thoughts 
rob me of many an hour's sleep, so necessary for my bod- 
ily health, although I am not in the habit of taking cof- 
fee in the evening, as Dr. Edward Young, the author of 
“Night-Thoughts,” is said to have been. Thus my night- 
thoughts lead me sometimes to the following 


SYLLOGISMS. 

One cannot speak without being provided with nat- 
ural organs of speech.—Major premise. 

God is immaterial, and has no natural organs.—Mi- 
nor premise. 

Ergo, God never spoke. And whenever the Scrip- 
tures say, “God said to Moses,” or “God spoke to Moses,” 
it is an error. It is false. 
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ANOTHER. 


The practice of incest is an acknowledged despicable 
vice, strictly forbidden in Lev. xviii.—Major premise. 

When God made Adam and Eve and said to them, 
“Be fruitful and multiply,” he made incest a necessity, 
as they could not otherwise multiply beyond the circle of 
their immediate family.—Minor premise. 

Ergo, God encouraged, even commanded, the ac- 
knowledged despicable practice of incest.. And the patri- 
arch Abraham, the loving and beloved friend of God, tò 
whom many promises of blessing were made which were 
never fulfilled, he, the pious patriarch, acted in accord- 
ance with the.divine command to the first pair, and con- 
fessed to Abimelech that his wife, Sarai, was his half- 
sister by father's side. l 
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AGAIN. 


There is much. evil and injustice in this world.—First 
premise. 

If God be all-wise, all-good.and almighty, he can re- 
move the evils—-Second premise. 

Conclusion—Since he does not remove the evils, he 
is not all-good and almighty. If he can and will not, -he 
is not good; if he will and cannot, he is not almighty. 

Still there are, undoubtedly, many persons who will 
severely -blame me for having changed my views; some 
who would hate me and injure me to the farthest extent 
of their power, thinking it a shame that a.man who all 
his lifetime preached religion and made a living by it, 
should in his old age turn round and denounce what he 
always held up as true and sublime. But would my tra- 
ducers be right in blaming and hating me for—for what? 
What have I done to merit their censure? My new con- 
victions came to me unsought for. They came to me like 
a fever or a headache which I could not avert; or let me 
say like inSpirations coming in the sleépless hours of 
night as’ the result of my studies and researches after 
truth by day; and shall I be blamed for having studied 
and searched in a matter which always deeply interested 
me? 

Many persons of acknowledged integrity and learn- 
ing have changed their réligion, as J. J. Rousseau, Lamar- 
tine, Uriel A. Costa, Isaac:da Costa and others. I have 
not changéd ‘my religion for another, but renounce all 
religion, on account of its evil influence on society by its 
great diversity and the mutual hatred and ‘persecution 
it causes. So I cannot reconcile myself to its principles, 
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It is all delusion, devoid of truth; nothing in it is verifi- 
able. And I have the satisfaction to know that all noted 
agnostics or atheists were men of superior intelligence, 
profound erudition and excellent moral character. Let 
me name a few among the many. Foremost we have Vol- 
taire, then Tom Paine, Benedict Spinoza, Wm. Gesenius, 
David Strauss, Heinrich Heine, David Hume, Joseph La- 
lande and, not least, our late lamented Col. R. G. Inger- 
soll, and a host of others. 

In a volume entitled “Mistakes of Ingersoll and His ` 
Answers,” by I. B. McClure, we find a number of quota- 
tions, sayings of distinguished personages, expressing 
their implicit faith in Christianity and appreciation of the 
Bible. We can name as many distinguished persons who 
hold or held opposite views. But the said quotations are 
merely individual sentiments; there is not the least argu- 
ment, not a particle of logie, in any of them, and the 
strong probability—almost the certainty—-is, that had 
those distinguished individuals been educated in a Mo- 
hammedan country, they would have expressed equally 
strong adherence to Islamism and appreciation of the 
Koran. It depends all on the training, as I showed above 
in the case of Mortara. It is the Sunday schools that are 
doing the great mischief. There the young minds are 
taken hold of; they are moulded and formed as you like 
them, each religious sect binding them according to their 
own views, making it almost'impossible for these young 
people to use their thoughts freély when grown up. The " 
children of Christians are-made Christians by force, while 
Jewish children are made Jews by force; not, of course, 
by physical but by moral force, by persuasion, and train- 
ing. So was the Jewish boy, Mortara, made a Cathólic 
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priest, not only by moral but by physical force; for he 
was kidnapped, stolen away from the arms of his parents; 
and in spite of parental-remonstrances and the solicita- 
tions of foreign courts and powerful diplomatic- infiu- 
ences, the heartless pope refused to give up the child. 
The early impressions are made so strong and fortified by 
years of practice, that it requires an únusually strong 
mind to exercise its normal power and remove the im- 
pression made upon it. 

Quite à number of clergymen have replied to Col. In- 
gersoll’s lectures, endeavoring to prove the validity of 
the Bible and the truth of Christidnity, declaring the 
Bible the best book and Christ the best man. Dr. E. P. 
Goodwin tried to show that all famous infidels were of 
bad character, and therefore their opinions were not to 
be trusted or accepted. Many infidels may have been 
bad, and many believers, no doubt, were excellent men; 
but all this has nothing to do with the question under 
consideration. It does not touch the point at all, and is 
but a waste of time and labor. The subjects of the truth- 
fulness of the Bible and the value of religion must be 
considered 'only on their own intrinsic merits. Paine 
"may have been a bad man, while Ingersoll is universally 
conceded to have been an excellent, moral and virtuous 
man. But it matters not a bit. Arguments must stand 
on their own strength for what they are actually worth, 
nothing more nor less, no matter by whom uttered. One 
' word of wisdom and-truth, spoken by a man of bad char- 
acter—no matter how vile he may be—is worth more than 
& hundred spoken by the most pious and virtuous, de- 
void of wisdom and truth. I base my opinions not on 
what Paine or Ingersoll thought or said, nor am I con- 
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vinced in the least by the statements of those ‘pious dis- 
tinguished individuals. There is not in the whole system 
of religion—in any religion—any idea or fact that is veri- 
fiable. It cannot be verified that the Bible is the inspired 
Word of the Deity, nor can it be reasonably believed that 
a young woman ever conceived and begot a'son without 
the natural intercourse with the opposite sex. "Things 
that are not verifiable cannot be accepted as truth. Yet 
that is what theologians do, and wish us to do, accepting 
things that must in their very nature be doubtful'as if 
they were as evidently true as the multiplication table. 

I close with a quotation from a work entitled “Essays 
and Reviews," published in London some twenty-five or 
thirty years ago. 'The essays are from some prominent 
clergymen who could not agree with the adopted princi- 
ples of the English church. My quotation is—if I am 
not mistaken—from Dr. Temple, now archbishop of Can- 
terbury, who said (on page 180): “A minister may rightly 
be expected to know more of theology than the general- 
ity, or even than the best informed of the laity; but it is 
a strange ignoring of the constitution of human minds 
to expect all ministers, however much they may know, 
to be of one opinion in theoretical, or even the same 
person to be subject to no variation of opinion at different 
periods of his life." 


*ANCORA IMPARA." 


SUMMARY. 


1. There is no personal God, such as the Seriptures 
represent him. :Á divine being with a human nature is 
an inconsistency, an impossibility. 
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2. Man has no soul in the common aeceptation of 
the word. 1f he had, the infant would have the same in- 
telligence as the adult. 

3. The: &oul—that is, the bodily functions of the 
brain and heart—is dependent on the material body, lives 
and grows with it, and perishes with the change of life, 
Death. It is therefore not immortal. 

4. There is no future world of tewards and punish. 
ment. Where can or cduld that world be? 

5. The books of the Bible contain much that is good 
and true; they contain also much that is not good and not 
true. They are evidently the imperfect productions of 
imperfect men. There is no holiness: or divine inspira- 
tion about them. 

J. MENDES DE SOLLA. 


Denver, September 1st, 1900. 


Post Seriptum—To the question, What can you give 
us in place of religion that is better? we answer: 
We offer you, in the first place: 


1. Truth, reason and knowledge. 
2. Peace of mind.instead of fear of hell and God's 
wrath. : 


8. Certainty, instead of doubt and false belief and 
ill-founded hopes; and above all, 

4. Universal peace and,brotherhood among men in- 
stead of everlasting strife and bitter hatred on account 
of differénce of opinion. 


APPENDIX A. 


MY DEFENSE FOR HATING THE CATHOLIC CHURCH. 


Friendship and kindness beget reciprocal good will, 
while hatred and mischief naturally beget similar feeling 
in the opposite party. "Now the Catholic church has al- 
ways shown gratuitous jll-will, hatred, persecution and 
extreme cruelty towards the Jews, and still shows the 
same disposition in all countries where Catholicism pre- 
vails, and it is but natural that I reciprocate the same 
sentiments. 

I have before me d volume of the sixth edition of 
“Histoire de France,” by Emil de Bonnechose (Paris, 
1843) a work approved by the royal council of public 
instruction, and adopted by the minister of war for the 
military school at St. Cyr, from which I translate the fol- 
lowing quotations. 

Speaking of the crusades, he says: “Their furious 
zeal showed itself, while on their way, by massacring the 
Jews; for their subsistence they devastated the countries 
they traversed," etc. (Page 125.) 

Speaking of Philip II. he says: “Before having at- 
tained the age of fifteen years, that king signalized his 
aecession to the throne by fearful persecution of the 
Jews, whom he robbed and chased from his kingdom, 
and showed himself more cruel yet against a class of 
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heretics called *paterins whom he condemned to be 
burnt alive. (Page 140.) 

And further on: “Before attacking the states of his 
brother-in-arms (Richard IL, to whom he had sworn to 
undertake nothing against him during his absence), he 
had, as a ‘pious compensation’ for violating his oath (from 
which the pope refused to absolve him), eighty Jews 
thrown into the flames before his presence.” (Page 142.) 

Who can find adequate language in condemnation of 
such barbarous rascality? I cannot. Only for the ac- 
comniodation of such brutes as that I might wish there 
were a hell and a righteous devil to Keep them there. 

“Innocent III. diligently inquired into and severely 
punished every exercise of free thought in mätters of re- 
ligion.” (Page 148) 

“The crusaders distinguished themselves by fearful 
cruelties; immense wood-piles avere erected, on which 
hereties, as well as suspected Catholies, were placed, 
who were burnt alive amidst great rejoicing.” (Page 
150.) These fanatics might have condemned to the ñames 
even Rabbi Jeshua (this was the Hebrew'name of Jesus), 
who was born a Jew, and lived and died a Jew. These 
atrocities are proofs that religion is injurious to man; 
proofs that otherwise sensible men may be chànged into 
brutes; injurious not only to those who suffer, but also 
to those who inflict. "There were undoubtedly among 
the crusaders men of good sense and of good character, 
yet these were changed into brutes by the influence of 
their religion. 

Even Louis IX., called the saint, “pronounced most 
cruel punishment against the Jews and heretics.” (Page 
165.) 
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“Long since the Christian people consideréd as 
cursed by the Lord, all those who were not of their own 
faith.” (Page 182.) 

Under Philip V., “The shepherds and peasants were 
seized with a new religious fury, intending to enter the 
Holy Land and deliver the-holy sepulchre. They offered 
as a holocaust to God all the Jews they could find."* 
“Both Philip V. and Pope John XXII. were believers in 
magic. They held lepers as criminals, who were horribly, 
tortured, and any one affected with a disease of the skin 
was arrested and accused of witchcraft. Jews, suspected 
of complicity with them, perished by the same tortures.” 
(Page 199.) 

It is unnecessary to multiply instances; these, re- 
lated by a Frenchman, himself a Catholic, being suffi- 
cient to show the uncalled-for hatred that always dwelt 
in the breasts of Catholics towards my people. And let 
it not be said that these cruelties could take place only 
in the dark periods of the twelfth and thirteenth cen- 
turies, for the wretched Jesuits are as full of enmity 
towards the Jews now as they ever were. 


APPENDIX B. 


The dogma of Resurrection is most absurd and un- 
tenable, and the authors of the text, Isa. xxvi., 19, and he 
of Isa. xxv., 8, declaring that “death will be swallowed 
up (effaced) forever,” and that “the dead will rise and 
the dwellers of the dust will awake and rejoice,” whether 
these texts were written by Isaiah or smuggled in by 
some pious fraud—the author or authors of these texts 
did not know what they were talking about. Death will 
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never cease, any more than will births, and the multipli- 
cation of the species; nór will the dwellers of the dust 
ever “awake and rejoice.” Because, the materials of 
which our bodies afe constituted are the same which 
composed the bodies ‘of our ancestors; and when ours 
will be decomposed they will serve in the construction 
of future generations. The probability is that we, some 
of us, carry in our bodies some of ‘the atoms which con- 
stituted the bodies of Adam, of Noah, of Moses, or Jesus. 
"We are told (Gen, ii. 7) that God formed man of the dust 
of the ground, and every creature, every animal which 
God formed ever since is made of the same dust, for God 
has no new dust out of which he can make new animals. 
He uses the same dust again and over again. There is, 
in existence, but a certain quantity of dust or matter 
which neither increases nor decreases; it only changes 
form or condition. The resurrection of the body of the 
same materials is therefore impossible after it has been 
put in the ground, decomposed, and turned to dust. 


APPENDIX C. 


That the Bible is of divine origin, “The Word of 
God," and the code of virtue and morality, may be deter- 
mined from the following edifying (?) stories found in 
the book of Genesis alone: 

1. God created Adam and Eve, bidding them to 
multiply their speciés; thus making incest an unavoid- 
able necessity. (Gen. i., 27, 28.) 

2. Ham, Noah’s son, calling his brothers' to look at 
and ridicule their father, lying. in -his tent, naked and 
drunk. (Gen. ix., 20.) 
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3. Abraham endeavoring to pass off his wife for 
his sister, for fear that he might be killed, so that the 
woman might be taken; and when reproached by Abime- 
lech, offered the excuse that she was indeed his half- 
sister. (Gen. xii., 10.) 

4. Mother Sarah, being barren, says to her husband, 
"Take the servant girl, that I may raise a child from 
her," and then dismisses the girl. (Gen. xvi., 1, and se- 
quel.) 

5. The Sodomites, besieging Lot's house, demand- 
ing to know * the guests who had come to him, and Lot 
begging them to resist, offers them his two daughters 
with whom to satisfy their lust. (Gen. xix., 1, and se- 
quel.) ~ 

6. The foul devices of Lot's daughters to procure 
offspring. (Gen. xix., 80, and sequel.) 

7. Isaac, following the example of his father, passes 
off his wife as his sister, both contemptible cowards re- 
ceiving present by way of compensation. (Gen. xx., 1, 
and sequel.) 

8. Jacob and his mother plotting to deceive old 
blind Isaac, in order to cheat her son Esau ont of the 
father's blessing. (Gen. xxvii., 1,.and sequel.) 

9. Laban cheating Jacob by giving him the wrong 
daughter for wife—and two concubines in the bargain. 
(Gen. xxix., 15, and sequel.) 


*We know that this "to know" means sexual intercourse, as 
"Adam knew his wife Eve and she conceived," and as-the verb 
is frequently used in Hebrew. 


10. Jacob's trick to cheat his father-in-law, Laban, 
to obtain possession of his cattle. (Gen. xxvi., 31, and se- 
quel.) 
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ll. Judáh's intercourse with his daughter-in-law, 
Tamar. (Gen. xxxviii., 1, and-sequel.) 

And yet, some of these contemptible liars and ,de- 
ceivers are held up to us as examples of virtue and pur- 
ity, and our worthy ministers maintain that all this is 
the “Word of God." 

These ugly things may have been tolerable, even 
suitable, in an Eastern country 3,000 years ago, but they 
are repulsive to our taste in these Western countries. 
YVe therefore look upon the Bible as an antiquated thing, 
quite out of date, and with which we can well dispense 
without loss or inconvenience. 


APPENDIX D. 


That the Mosaic code contains many laws and in- 
stitutions most admirably suited for the time when and 
the locality where they were given, is readily admitted. 
Some of them are very suitable even for our civilized 
times. Still it is quite apparent that the Mosaic laws 
were prescribed to a set of barbarous people, just deliv- 
ered from abject slavery and unfit for the reception of 
civilized rules of life such as ours. 

As illustrations of these facts, may serve the follow- 
ing instances: 

The laws of tooth for tooth, eye for eye, etc. (Ex. 
xxi., 28.) 

The laws of a man selling his daughter as a slave 
(Ex. xxi., 7), and the laws regulating slavery in general. 

The punishment of an indiscreet woman, trying to 
protect her husband in a fight. (Deut. xxv., 11, 12.) 

— That of a man slandering the woman he married. 
(Deut. xxii., 14, and sequel.) 
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+ 


The water closet regulations as laid down in Deut. 
xxiii., 14, which they might have learned from pussy. 

The law concerning the prodigal son. (Deut. xxi., 
18, and sequel.) & 

All these laws, and others more or less similar,* 
were evidently intended for barbarous people, and not 
suitable for our observance. It must therefore be left 
to our discretion which are suitable for us,and which 
are not. 


*The cruel way of executing criminals (sinners), even for 
trifling offenses, such as gathering sticks on the Sabbath, by 
stoning them to death (Num. xv., 32), or by burning them. (Lev. 
xx., 14; xxi, 9.) 
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